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1 . This action is in response to the application filed on June 12, 2001 . Claims 1 -26 
are pending. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent nnay not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1 , 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Taroda et al., U. S. Patent 5.724,542. 

Per claim 1 and 13: 

A) Taroda et al teach the following claimed items: 
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1 . apparatus performing power fault analysis including a control device 
(power unit controller 39a and BTU 39c) with figure 22; 

2. an information circuit having a non-volatile memory field for storing a state 
variable with the memory circuitry of BTU 39c of figure 22 and at column 20, lines 
27-32; 

3. the state variable (OFF OK) assuming a first state when the computer is 
powered on and operating with figure 23, at column 20, lines 27-32 and at 
column 22, lines 1-8; 

4. the state variable (OFF OK) assuming a second state when the computer 
is powered off in response to a power off request at column 20, line 61 - column 
21, Iine41; 

5. the control device (power unit controller 39a and BTU 39c) reading the 
state variable (OFF OK) from the information circuit at column 20, lines 33-53. 
Per claim 3: 

Taroda describes that the information circuit includes a memory consisting of 
PROM or NVRAM or GMOS or flash memory with figure 23, at column 20, lines 
27-32 and at column 21, lines 58-67. Taroda describes that the information circuit 
stores the state values when both of the power supplies are off and describes 
BTU 39c having battery back-up. 
6. Claims 2, 6, 8, 10, 12, 16, 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Taroda et al., U. S. Patent 5,724,542 in view of Berglund et al., 
U. S. Patent 6,055,581. 
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Per claims 2, 6, 8, 10, 12, 16, 19 and 21: 

Taroda et al teach the elements of claims 1 and 13 as described in the 
above rejection. The claims seem to differ from Taroda et al in that Taroda et al 
fails to explicitly teach using a VPD circuit for the information circuit, the system 
having a CEC frame and a I/O frame coupled by a SPCN and the CEC and I/O 
frames maintaining error logs as claimed. Berglund teaches that it is known to 
use a VPD circuit for storing state information in a system having a CEC frame 
and an I/O frame coupled by a SPCN at column 1 , line 47 - column 2, line 10. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a VPD circuit for storing state information in a system 
having a CEC frame and a I/O frame coupled by a SPCN, as taught by Berglund, 
in order to store power state information for determining whether the system 
powered of in response to a power-off request. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to combine Taroda and Berglund because of 
Berglund's suggestion of adding VPD chips to a computer system to store asset 
information at column 2, lines 1-10. It would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine Taroda and Berglund because they are both 
directed to the problem of monitoring and storing power information. Regarding 
the error logs, error logs are well known in the data processing art and it would 
have been obvious to include error logs in order to record and track power 
failures in the system. 
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7. Claims 4, 5, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Taroda et al., U. S. Patent 5,724,542 in view of Mermelstein, U. S. 
Patent 6,052,793. 

Per claims 4, 5, 14 and 15: 

Taroda et al teach the elements of claims 1 and 13 as described in the above 
rejection. In addition, Taroda teaches powering down UPC 39a of figure 22 when 
utility power is removed due to a disturbance at column 21 , lines 58-67. The 
claims seem to differ from Taroda et al in that Taroda et al fails to explicitly teach 
reading the state variable upon powering up the portion of the control device and 
operating the control device in a standby mode when the system is powered off. 
Mermelstein teaches that it is known to read a state variable upon powering up a 
portion of a control device and operating the control device in a standby (sleep) 
mode when the system is powered off with figures 1 and 2, at column 1 , lines 27- 
65 and at column 4, line 56 - column 5, line 6. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to read a state 
variable upon powering up a portion of a control device and operating the control 
device in a standby (sleep) mode when the system is powered off, as taught by 
Mermelstein, in order to determine whether the system is powering up in 
response to a power fault event and in order to reduce power consumption. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine Taroda and 
Mermelstein because of Mermelstein's suggestion of having the BIOS determine 
whether the system is booting in response to an invalid event or power failure at 
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column 4, line 65 - column 5, line 6. It would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill In the art to combine Taroda and Mermelstein because they are 
both directed to the problem of monitoring and storing power information. 
8. Claims 7, 9, 1 1 , 1 7, 1 8 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Taroda et al., U. S. Patent 5,724,542 In view of Johnson et al., U. S. 
Patent 6,122,758. 

Per claims 7, 9, 1 1 , 1 7, 1 8 and 20: 

Taroda et al teach the elements of claims 1 and 13 as described In the above 
rejection. The claims seem to differ from Taroda et al in that Taroda et al fails to 
explicitly teach maintaining an error log of the power information as claimed. 
Johnson teaches that it is known to maintain an error log of power information 
with figures 11A through 12, at column 19, line 63- column 20, line 4 and at 
column 20, lines 5-16. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to maintain an error log of power 
information, as taught by Johnson, in order to record and track power failures in 
the system. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine Taroda and Johnson because of Johnson's suggestion recording any 
change in status of a power supply using a log at column 20, lines 11-16. It would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Taroda and 
Johnson because they are both directed to the problem of monitoring and storing 
power information. 
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9. Claims 22, 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Taroda et al., U. S. Patent 5,724,542 in view of IBM TDB "Fault Indicator Software 
Support for Operational Personal Computer Systems" (cited by applicant). 
Per claim 22: 

A) Taroda et al teach the following claimed items: 

1. apparatus performing power fault analysis including a control device 
(power unit controller 39a and BTU 39c) with figure 22; 

2. an information circuit having a non-volatile memory field for storing a state 
variable with the memory circuitry of BTU 39c of figure 22 and at column 20, lines 
27-32; 

3. the state variable (OFF OK) assuming a first state when the computer is 
powered on and operating with figure 23, at column 20, lines 27-32 and at 
column 22, lines 1-8; 

4. the state variable (OFF OK) assuming a second state when the computer 
is powered off in response to a power off request at column 20, line 61 - column 
21,line41. 

B) The claims seem to differ from Taroda et al in that Taroda et al fails to 
explicitly teach a program product performing the fault analysis as claimed. 

C) However, IBM teaches that it is known to implement power fault analysis 
systems as a program product as described in the TDB. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to implement Taroda's power fault analysis system as a program product, as 
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suggested by the IBM TDB, in order to increase the flexibility of innplementing 
Taroda's power fault analysis system into various types of data processing 
systems. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 
Taroda and IBM TDB because of IBMs suggestion of providing an Interface for 
languages used by application programmers. It would have been obvious for one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Taroda and IBM TDB because they are both 
directed to the problem of providing fault indicators for power systems in data 
processing devices. 
Per claims 25 and 26: 

Recordable type media and transmission type media are well known media used 

for storing program products and It would have been obvious to store a program 

product on such media. 
10. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Taroda et al., U. S. Patent 5,724,542 In view of IBM TDB "Fault Indicator Software 
Support for Operational Personal Computer Systems" (cited by applicant) and further In 
view of Mermelstein, U. S. Patent 6,052,793. 

Per claims 23 and 24: 

Taroda et al In view of IBM TDB disclose the elements of claim 22 as described 
in the above rejection. In addition, Taroda teaches powering down UPC 39a of 
figure 22 when utility power is removed due to a disturbance at column 21 , lines 
58-67. The claims seem to differ from Taroda et al In that Taroda et al fails to 
explicitly teach reading the state variable upon powering up the portion of the 
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control device and operating the control device in a standby mode when the 
system is powered off. Mermeistein teaches that it is known to read a state 
variable upon powering up a portion of a control device and operating the control 
device in a standby (sleep) mode when the system is powered off with figures 1 
and 2, at column 1, lines 27-65 and at column 4, line 56 - column 5, line 6. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to read a state variable upon powering up a portion of a 
control device and operating the control device in a standby (sleep) mode when 
the system is powered off, as taught by Mermeistein, in order to determine 
whether the system is powering up in response to a power fault event and in 
order to reduce power consumption. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to combine Taroda and Mermeistein because of Mermelstein's 
suggestion of having the BIOS determine whether the system is booting in 
response to an invalid event or power failure at column 4, line 65 - column 5, line 
6. it would have been obvious for one of ordinary sl<ill in tlie art to connbine 
Taroda, IBIVI TDB and IVIermeistein because ttiey are directed to the problem of 
monitoring and storing power information. 
1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis M. Butler whose telephone number is 703-305- 
9663. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



3900. 




Dennis M. Butler 
Primary Examiner 
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